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RKMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

Applicants respectfully request reconsideration ofthis application in view of 
the foregoing anicndmcnts to the claims and the following comments. 

In the Office Action mailed April 29, 2005, cUnms 1-3, 5 and 7-14 were 
examined and rejected as follows: 

Claim 1 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(l>), as allegedly 
anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 5,451,054 to Orensiein (the 
"Orenstein patent''). 

Claims 1-3, 5, 7-8. 10-12. and 14 were rejected under 35 
U.S.C. § 102(b), as allegedly aiuicipated by U.S. Patent 
No. 5,653,640 to Shirley, Jr. (the ^^Shirley patent"). 

Claim 9 was rejccied under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a), as allegedly 
obvious over the Shirley patent. 

Claim 1 3 was rejected under 35 U.S.C § 103(a). as allegedly 
obvious over the Shirley patent in view of U.S. Patent 
No. 3,926,439 to Chao et al. (the "Chao patent''). 

Applicants respectfully traverse these rejections. 

By this Amendment, Applicants have amended independent claim 1 and its 
dependent claims 3, 5, and 7, to define the invention with greater particularity and thereby to 
highlight the distinctions of the present invention over the disclosures of the cited patents. 
Applicants also have amended claim 9 to be in independent form and to include all of the 
features previously acknowledged by the Examiner to be allowable, and they ai so have 
mnended claim 10 to its original allowable form, dependent on claim 9. Applicants also 
have added new claims 22-30, which all depend from amended independent claim ], and 
they have added new independent claim 31 and new claims 32^38, wliich all depend from 
claim 3 1 . Claims 2, 4, 6, 8, and 14-21 have been canceled, without prejudice. 

Tlius. 26 claims are presented for consideration, including independent 
claim 1 md its dependent claims 3, 5, 7, 11-13, and 22-30; independent claim 9 and its 
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depcndcm claim 10; <ind indcpciidcnl claim 3 1 aiid its dependent claijns 3208. All of these 
claims are properly allowable. 

The Invenrion 

Before addrcssiny the specitjc rejections of ihc claims, il will he helpful first 
to briefly summarize Applicants' claimed Invcnlion. 

The invenlion resides in n poker table incoiporating ( 1 ) a tabletop defining an 
opaque, pkmar playing surdice, (2) one or more supports lor the tablelop, O) a light window, 
and (4) a light source configured to project liehl upwardly through the light window. Tlte 
hght window is defined to be translucent, planar, luid coplanar with the pia>ing surface, or it 
is defined to extend substantially ajound the playing surface and to have a generally oval 
shape. Preferably, the light window is configured to have all of these features. In addition, 
the liglu window optionally can extend around the entire playing surface, and it can be 
formed of milk-colored ptexigias. 

In addition, the poker table can further incorporate a trough rigidly secured to 
the underside of the tabletop, for carrying the I ight source, Tlie trough may be configured, 
for example, in a generally C-shape. A vertical riser of the trough can be fastened to (he 
underside ofthe playing surface such that a portion of the trough, e.g., its base, extends 
outwardly from the outer edge ofthe playing surface. The Inuigh can additionally include 
one or more access holes and/or one or more vent holes. 

The lablctop can include a rigid base and an overlaying fabric pad. Further, 
he light source can include one or more fluorescent lights, and it can be configured to be 
illuminaled continuously. 

The 8 102f b) Rejection of Claim I Based on the Orcnstcin Patent 

As mentioned above, independent claim I was rejected under 35 LhS.C. 
§ I02<b), as allegedly anticipated by the Orcnstein patent. Applicants rcspectJully traverse 
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this rcjeclioii. J Uc Orvnsldn paleiil fails to disclose a poker lable having all of Ihc leaUircs 
of cloini K »s amended. 

The Orcnstcin paicril discloses a poker "toumanK-nr* incorponUing a Uible 10 
having :i pUiraliiy ol' curd-receiving stationii 12. Rach such slaiion includes a transparent 
window 20 formed in ihti table, and a card scanning apparatus 24 is located beneath each 
vvhtdow, for viewing a face-down playing card placed over it. This enables a viewing 
audience to view the players' down cards. 

Rejected independent claim I defines a poker table including (1 ) a tabletop 
defining a planar playing surface; (2) one or more supports for sitpporting the tablelop; (3) a 
planar liglu window coplanar with the plane of the playing surface, and (4) a ligljl source 
configured to project light upwardly througti the light window. In addition, by this 
Amendment, independent claim 1 has been amended to define iJie light window to be 
translucent. This, of course, ineans that the window transmits light in a diffuse manner, 
such that objects (e.g., a face-down playing card) cannot be seen clearly through it. 

In rejecting independent claim 1 based on tlic Orensiein potent the Examiner 
impticilly took the position that Orenstein's? windows 20 correspond to the light window 
claim element. However, Orcnstein's windows arc nece>w;arily inwsparmt, not translucent. 
Otherwise, the card scanning apparatus 24 located beneath each window could not discern 
the players' down cards. Thus, Orcnsteln's poker ^^tournament'' lacks the required 
transluccn/ light window and therefore lails to imticipate amended independent claim L 

Tor this reason alone, (he rejection of independent claim 1 , as allegedly 
anticipated by the Orcnstcin patent, is improper aj)d should be withdrawn. 

The « J02(fa> Rejection of Claimx 5, 7-8. 1 0^12. gnd 14 Based on the Shirley Patent 

Also a.s mentioned above, claims 1-3, 5, 7-S, 10-12, and 14 all were rejtsctcxi 
under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b), as allegedly anticipated by the Shirley patent. Applicants 
respectfully traverse this rejection. Rejected claims 2, 8, and 14 have been canceled, 
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without prejudice, and rcjccicd claim 10 has been amended to depend from indcpendenl 
claim 9, which is discussed in a laler section. Rejected independent claim 1 and ils 
dependent claims 3. 5, 7, and ll-l 2 arc discussed immediately below. 

Regarding the Shirley patent and independent claim I, the hxamincr staled as 
follows, at pages 3-4 of the Office Action: 

Shirley teaclics the limitations of this claim except he fails to 
explicitly leach a poker table. Shirley however teaches, in col. 5, 
lines 36-61, that his invention may be employed in various other 
functions assembly and use and further teaches a surJ'acc (32) lhat is 
'configured' for a poker tournament. 

The Shirley patent discloses an iDuminaied pool game appanitus 
incorporating a pwl table 30 having a flat playing surface 32, with a number of light 
units 34 located beneath the playing surface. t:-:ach light unit includes a ligjn 40, a 
transparent lens 38, a motion sensor 42, and timer circuitry 44, which arc configured to emit 
light for a proscribed limited time duration in response to sensing the motion of a ball on the 
playing surface above it. This emitted light projects upwardly through the lens and through 
an overlaying transparent layer covering the entire playing surface. In this manner, the light 
unils, together, create a trail of light following the path of a ball moving along the playing 
surface. The transparent layer is specified (at column 2, lines 1 2-13) to cover "the entire 
playing surfiicc^^ and (at column 5, lines 3-4) to be ^^constructed of an elaslomeric maicriaK 
but alternatively may be made of a transparent cloih.'* 

I:3y this Amendment, Applicants have amended independent claim I to define 
the poker table of the invention with greater particularity and thereby to highlight the 
distinctions of the present invention over the Shirley patent. Specifically, Applicants have 
amended claim 1 to specify that the poker table's playing surface is '\>paque.'' This 
distinguishes over Shirley \s transparent playing surface. Moreover, an opaque playing 
surface is entirely inconsistent with the entire purpose of Shirley's pool game apparatas, 
which is to provide illumination across the entirety of its playing surface. 
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For this rctasoii alone, the Shirley patent fails to ch.sclosc a poker lable 
incorporaling a/1 of the fcalurcs ofamended indcpcndcnl claim 1 . Moreover, the Shirley 
piilenl fails to disclose a poker tabic incorporating ihc fcaUircs set forth in rejected claims 3, 
5, 7, and 11-12. which all depend from amended claim 1, For these reasons, the § 102 
rejection of claims 1,3, 5, 7, and 1 1-12 is improper and should be withdi-awn. 

The $ 103(a) Rejection ofCiaim 9 Bs^j^ed on the Shirley Pafcnt 

Also as mentioned above, claim 9 was rcjcclcd under 35 IJ.S.C. § H)3(a}, as 
allegedly obvious over the Shirley patent. Applicants rcsiJeclfuHy traverse this rejection. 

On page 2 of the Office Action, the Eixamincr commented that, because of 
Apph'cants' prior amendments to claims 9 and 1 0, **thcsc claims are no longer considered 
allowable/' In response. Applicants have now amended claim 9 to be in independent form 
and to incorporate nH ol thc fciiliires previously recited in original claim 9 and its original 
parent claims, fhat form was acknowledged to be allowable in the Office Action mailed 
December 14, 2004. For this reason, claim 9, as amended, should now be allowed. 

In addition, claim 10 has been tuncnded back to its original allowable form, 
depending fiom claim 9. Claim 10, likewise should now be allowed. 

The S 103faO Rciecrion of Claim 13 Based on 
the Shirley Patent in View of the Chao Patent 

Also as mentioned above, claim 13 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a), as 
allegedly obvious over the Shirley palctil in view of the Chao patent. Applicaiits 
rcspectfiilly traverse this rejection. These two patents fail to show or suggest the invention 
defined by claim 13- 

Claim 13 depends from amended independent claim I, discussed above, and 
more pcvticularly defines the light source to include one or more fluorescent tight*. 
Applicants agree with the Examiner's assertion that the Chao patent discloses a game 
apparatus inconiorating linear fluorescent lights; however. Applicants respectfully disagree 
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lhai it would have been obvious to have subsiiluicd Chao's linear fluorescent lights Tor 
Shirley's small incandescent ligl)t bulbs. This is because the use of fluorescent lights is 
inconsistent with the expressed purpose Shirley's pool table: "sinuilating an illuminiiled 
trair £is a ball rolls across the pool table. (Shirley patent, col. 2, Hne 14). To maximize this 
"ilUuniiialed Iraif' effect, the Shirley patent calls for a ^^multiplicity of light units each 
secured within an associated bore/* (Shirley patent, col. 1, tines 66-67). The substitution of 
a Chao's large nuoresceni light for Shirley's multiplicity of small lights would destroy the 
ability to simulate such an "illuminated trail." Thus, the Shirley patent tci^ches away fiom 
this combination. 

For this reason, and Ibr the reasons set forth above with respect to parent 
claim I , the § 103 rcjeclion of claim 13 is improper and should be withdrawn. 

New Claims 22-38 

Also by this Amendment, Appliciinis have added new claims 22-38. New 
claims 22-30 all depend from amended independent claim L while new claim 31 is 
independent and new claims 32-38 all depend from claim 31 . These new claims each define 
a poker Uible lhat is not shown or suggest by the cited references, and they all are properly 
£illowable. 

More particularly, new claims 22-23 depend from dependent claim 7 and 
more particularly define the arm rest lo include a rigid plate and a pad overlaying the plaic\s 
upper surface. Fuithcr. new claim 24 dcilncs the iriuishiceni light window to be formed of 
milk-colorcd pIcNiglns, and new claim 25 defines the lablelop lo include a rigid base and a 
fabric pad overlaying the l)ase. New claim 26 defines the light source to be con figured to be 
illuminated continuously. These features ajl are lacking in the di.sclosurcs of the cited 
references, and particularly the Orenstein and Shirley patents. 

Further, new claim 27 defines the light window to extend substantially 
around the periphery of the playing surlaee, and new claim 28 defines the light window to 
extend around the etuire periphery of the playing surfoce. New claim 2^ defines the light 
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window 10 liavc u generally oval slwpe. «nd new clnini 30 defines ihe light window to be 
discontinuous around the periphery of the piayiug surface. Again, these features all arc 
lacking in die disclosures of Ihc cilcd references, and particulorly the Orcnslein and Shirley 
patents. 

New independent claim 3 1 defines a poker table including ( I ) a tabletop 
defining an opaque, planiir playing surface; (2) one or more supports for supporting the 
lablclop; (3) a liglil window extending substantially around tlie periphery of the playing 
surface and having a generally oval shape, and (4) a light source configured to project light 
through the light window to the space above the playing surface. 

The cited references, <uk1 particularly the Orcnstcin and Shirley palcnls, fail 
to show or suggest the poker table defined by new independent claim 31 . tn the particular 
case of the Shirley potent, it musl be noted that even if the optica! fibers 50 in the bumper 46 
were analogized to the clainicd light window, they would not fomi a "generally oval shape." 
as called for in claim 3L Moreover, it cannot be argued reasonably that skilled artisans 
would have been motivated to modify Shirley's optical libers 50 to a form having the 
required generally oval shape; such a modification would be entirely inconsistent with 
Shirley's primary goal of providing a pool table, which necessarily has a n^vtan^vUir shape. 

New claim 32 depends from independent claim 31 , defining tlie light window 
to be both planar and coplanar with the playing surface. Further, new claims 33 and 34 
define the poker table further to include an arm rest extending around the outer periphery of 
the light window. New claim 35 defines the light window to be tnuislucenl, and new 
claim 36 defines the light windovv to be fomicd of niilk-colored plexiglas. Again, these 
features nil are lacking in the disclosures of the cited references^ and particularly the 
Orcnstein ajid Shirley patents. 

Finally, new claim 37 defines the light window to extend around the entire 
periphery of the playing surface, and new claim 38 defines the light window to be 
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di<>contiiuious amund Ihe periphery of the playiiij; surface. Again, these features arc lacking 
in the diKcJosurcs of the cited references, and particularly the Orenstein and Shirley patents. 


of (he features recited in lhe$e new chiinis were disclosed in the original written description. 
With particular rcgiu-d to new claim 26, which calls for the litjhl source to be '^configured to 
be illuminated continuously/' this feature is disclosed in the original written description 
inherently— ii primary purpose of the invention is to provide lighting '^vhich minimizes 
shadows during television taping." (Summary of the Invention, paragraph 0007), This 
purpoiM? couJd not be achicvecl if the lighting were to be switched on and off during normal 
use of the poker table. 

Conclusion 

This application should now be in condition for allowance of claims U 3, 5, 
7, 9- 1 3. and 22-38. Issuance of a notice of allowance is respectfully requested. If the 
Examiner l:>elicves that a telephone conference with the Applicajits' undersigned attorney 
might expedite the prosecution oflhis application, she is invited to call at the telephone 
number indicated below. Any additional fees due in connection with the filing of this 
Amendment should be charged to Deposit Account No. 19-1853. 


No new matter has been introduced by the addition of these new claims. All 


Respectfully submitted, 

SHEPPARD, MULLIN, RfCHTfiK & HAMPTON i.i..i> 



/ James R. Brueg^pnimn 
Utegistraiion No. 28,286 


333 South Hope Street, 4Sth Floor 
Los Angeles, California 9fK)7l 
Telephone: (213) 620-1780x4156 
Facsimile: (213) 620- J 398 
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